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Impact, with Marvin [unintelligible] substituting for Colin Mayo. 


Good evening. One and a quarter million union members in Ohio have 
banded together to fight the “right-to-work” law, which goes on the 
ballot in Ohio in November. They charged that the name “right-to- 
work” is a gross fraud and does not describe what the law will do. They 
think it should be named “bust-the-unions” law, because the law is 
designed to injure the working man. 18 states now have the “right-to- 
work” law. Four other states did not, did adopt the law and then 
repealed it. The people of five states have turned down the law when 
it was put on the ballot in a popular vote, as it is now being put to 
Ohio voters. Tonight, our guest is a foe of the “right-to-work” law. He 
will give the other side of the issue discussed by J. Mack Swigert, who 
spoke for the law last Friday on Impact. A staunch fighter for union 
democracy and outspoken foe of James R. Hoffa, our guest is an 
important local labor leader. He is James T. Luken, president of the 
Greater Cincinnati Teamsters Council, composed of 12 local unions. He 
is also president of the Milk Drivers Union. Mr. Luken, proponents to 
the “right-to-work” law say that if it is passed, it will merely prohibit 
compulsory union membership. That it merely gives to the worker the 
right to work without joining a union. Is this not essentially right? 


Well, of course we do not have compulsory unionism today. Today to 
have the union, the majority of the employees must first evidence 
their desire to have so, then learn the secret ballot held by the 
National Labor Relations Board. Today in most unions, we have a 
democratic system of majority rule. To substitute this law would be to 
play down the American right of a democratic union, the American 
right and democracy where majority rule, and substitute for it, 
minority rule or anarchy. 


Well, isn't it true that there’s many workers, who do not wish to join a 
union, may be forced to join or lose their job under the union shop 
that we now have in Ohio? 


Well in my 20 years of association with the union, 10 years as a 
member and 10 years as a union official, | have yet to have heard of 
the first person who has lost his job because of a union shop. In our 
particular union, we certainly have had none. | do not know of any. 
Conversely, however, if this law would weaken unions as its 
proponents desire, we have 272 men in our small union of 2,300 
members, who at one time or another in the last 10 years have been 
fired or notified they'd be fired. And through the union's intervention, 
they are still working. So to them, it would certainly take away their 
right to work, because it would take away the union which has helped 
them hold their employment. 
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But theoretically, wouldn't it still be possible that a person would be 
placed in a position of having to join the union or lose his job, even 
though you know of no instances with this? 


Theoretically it's possible, but the individual rights of a member have 
to be considered in the social rights of the majority. | certainly don't 
think that you, as an individual or as a citizen of the Hamilton County, 
feel that the individual's rights in this case would be so paramount as 
to have a case where 100 people will have joined the union, only 100 
people been have employed, and one new employee could come in 
and disturb the situation. 


Mr. Swigert was with us last week. He compared this “right-to-work” 
law with the same right that a person has of going to church without 
paying dues. Some members of the church pay dues, what they wish 
to pay. Others don't pay anything but still have the right to go to 
church. Do you think this is a valid comparison? 


Well, | don't think it's a good analogy. A church and the labor union are 
two separate and distinct things. If you take the analysis to the labor 
union, it’s simply a fraternal organization similar to the Elks, Eagles or 
a church. Then of course, complete volunteerism should apply. This | 
reject, and | think most people reject. | think that the union today is an 
economic force and it should be recognized as such. And as such, it 
should be validly controlled by the government, the same as 
corporations or businesses are. To say, to compare it at all with the 
church | think is completely foolish, because in church there is a God, 
which is something supernatural. There is no such thing in the union. It 
is a simple economic union movement where the best interest of the 
marked majority should prevail. The best, the best answer to that is 
this. Churchmen throughout the country, especially here in Ohio, have 
analyzed this law, and with a rare, rare exception, have universally 
rejected it. The Protestant Council of Churches have made a very 
strong stance that this would abrogate the principles of union 
democracy and is not good. They call it “compulsory open shop law.” 
They certainly recognize the right, the fact, that it would not cause any 
work, would not give anybody any work, and it does not give them any 
rights that they do now have, do not now have. 


18 states have this law. In the August Reader’s Digest, in an article by 
W.L. White, said that in these 18 states, that union membership 
actually has risen rather than fallen, and one of your contentions, | 
understand, is that this would hurt the union movement. 


Because you have to go to the base for a premise. The 18 states that 
have the “right-to-work” law, with the exception of Indiana, which is 
really a theoretical case. Indiana does not actually have the “right-to- 
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work” law. True it was passed, but the only court decision on it says 
that the law is invalid. But the other 17 states are all southern states or 
farm states, where ten years ago, the base of their comparison, there 
was practically no unionism. Naturally, there has been some increase 
in unionism in the South with the, with the moving away from the 
North to the South of the textile factories. The percentage of workers 
involved in that comparison is so, so few that it falls. | would say this. | 
did not believe the people of Hamilton County would want to adopt 
the working conditions that are in existence in those so-called “right- 
to-work” states. For instance, Mississippi, Georgia, Alabama, | do not 
think we want our industrial life to go to that level. | think we would 
like to stay on top. 


You seem to think that actually the “right-to-work” does not protect 
any right, that it's not really the “right-to-work” law. Why do you, why 
do you say this? 


Well, the “right-to-work” law is a complete misnomer. It is being put 
forth by people who have opposed Social Security, opposed 
workmen's compensation, and it's significant to note that of the 
people who are on the executive board of the so-called Ohioans for 
“right-to-work,” there isn't a single worker involved. They are all 
employers or employer representatives. This is a wolf in sheep's 
clothing which is being put upon the people in attempt to deceive 
them. The “right-to-work” is just one of those catchy phrases that 
someone caught on. There's nothing in this law which would give 
anyone a right to work. It wouldn't put the first unemployed union, 
unemployed person to work. 


The Teamsters, of which you my local official, been in the news quite a 
bit lately. There have been many charges thrown in the Washington 
and the Senate racket labor, racket hearings. There's one tonight. But 
some high union officials, anong them James Hoffa, have been 
misusing their positions of power. Opponents of the “right-to-work” 
law say it will give more voice to union members, and it will enable 
them to prevent such abusive practices as those attributed to Hoffa 
and the Teamsters. Do you agree with this? 


Well, they say that, but they give no reason in the way in which it 
would be done. All the “right-to-work” law would do, would be, would 
to aggregate the American principle of those who benefit from an 
organization should properly pay their just cost. If a member today in 
the Teamsters Union or in any other union alleges that he does not 
have his say, he certainly would not get it by withdrawing from the 
union. That would be the world's worst thing for him to do. If, as they 
say, some unions are, have been taken over by a minority group or by 
racketeers, as it's alleged in some quarters, the union members should 
not just simply withdraw, unless they're going to withdraw and end 
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the union entirely, but the individual simply saying | will not take my 
dues does not solve a solution. If it would solve a solution, if this law, 
as bad and as detestable as it is, would actually end racketeering, or 
even tend to drop it or slow it down, | would very frankly be in favor of 
it. If it would do that, but it does not. It goes the other way. It would 
simply have the good union members, the people who want 
democracy in unions, step outside and leave it to those who are 
attempting to control it for nefarious purposes. 


You seem to be obviously against racketeering in unions and | noticed 
that lately you were in Washington. You were the only high Teamster 
official there who did not give a vote of confidence to Mr. Hoffa. Why 
didn't you? 


Of course | wasn't the only one there who did not give a vote of 
confidence. | was the only one there who specifically expressed a lack 
of confidence. My disagreements with Mr. Hoffa, or with anyone 
similar to that, is simply that | believe that the union best serves its 
interest if it, if its power comes from the bottom up, from the rank and 
file members, thence to the local officials, and the local officials thence 
to the international. It would seem to me that Mr. Hoffa and some 
others have appeared to believe, as the Chamber of Commerce does, 
incidentally, the Chamber of Commerce seems to like Mr. Hoffa's type 
of union, is in much better than it does David McDonald's or Walter 
Reuther. | believe that they feel that it should be top down unionism, 
such as control from the top, and | do not believe so. | think it should 
be membership control from the bottom and certainly you would not 
aid membership control by saying that anytime a union member was a 
little bit put out at a decision reached by majority in his local union 
that he should simply pick up his marbles and go home and say | quit. 


Has any pressure been put on you here as a Teamster official in 
Cincinnati? 


Well, | don't know what you mean by pressure. 


Phone calls, threatening phone calls, [unintelligible] of your stand on 
Hoffa? 


Oh, | think that anytime someone gets... | think that anytime someone 
gets in the limelight, there are those normal threatening phone calls. 


Do you attribute to this to your stand against Hoffa in Washington? 


| neither attribute it to it or against it. You can draw your own 
conclusion. 
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One last question on the “right-to-work.” If this law passes, will it not, 
will it affect the bargaining power that you have as a union? 


Certainly, | believe that it would deter the honest, legitimate aims of 
labor organizations. It would cause, as | said, attend towards anarchy, 
attend towards individual control local unions. Take away from the 
members their right to determine their own destinies. 


Just exactly how would it affect your bargaining power? | don't see 
what you mean exactly. 


Well, if the union would be reduced in its membership, reduced in its 
activity, it would certainly tend to reduce its bargaining power. There's 
another side of the coin to this also. Remember, if a union official, an 
honest good union official, and they’re our, they’re our legion, was 
attempting to follow the dictates of the majority of his union, never 
does a union member come in, in mass, and say we want S5. There are 
always those who want two, always those who want five, and always 
those who want 20, even though 20 would not be justifiable. But if a 
small majority got, minority, got together and said we want $20, what 
would the union official tend to do if they threatened to leave the 
union under a “right-to-work” law if he didn't get them $20? There's 
no question that this type of law will cause undue strikes, cause 
industrial strife, whereas we have been working towards industrial 
peace in this state. 


Thank you very much, Mr. Luken. That's all for tonight on /mpact. We'll 
be with you again tomorrow night at the same time. 


